Tom e 2j 1 3/69 « Hit's casnn^nt oq it 3/26/77 

I am qu it* surprised they wtmodmd this record. 

^®^* r scoidsnt or not - and I think not* it nay have broader «rt ^ ** t }“ T) r a than 
Howard indicated. He aay hare had in Bind aore than he acid, that it was useful against 
Hhoado. It in fact easts *hoads in the role I hare. 

There suet he many seaeranda «f this kind. like this with such also alssing. 
of *M.eh *ellsy knew that he doea net reflect cota-sonicating to his fellow conferees. 

Se*»aber in response to sgr TQU/?A request OsCf insisted t.vey have a* record*. 

ware eery sens! tire on this and he was part of a conference with as so if 
Kelley wrote tbs asoo on that Goff would hare it, e he wpwld what followed with 
Archives and Jostles. 

If in tins- they arcus internal records, is this releasa to Howard a waiver? 

Doss this net indicate the existence of records net supplied by Archives and Justice, 
and oan they also arena that axaaption? Or osn we defeat that argwwnt? 

Recently I've sent you copies of ccn&unlcations indicating the existence of withheld 
records where there has been no coaplianoe. 

QU and its approx 150 naaes conn cted with -arrison. 

HSi which oal ia ed no records sent as a copy of nr )* it got ^n ^k fron FBI. 

State new cl aims to be reviewing one of its records it adld net supply ae that 
it says it got back fron. FIX. Both, of course, indicate very belated FBI processing 
of request, which appears to represent a decision to go against an earlier decision . the 
one under which there was ns attention to the request. Perhaps this rel.taa to the call 
you received freo the office of the 1AG and that to the cooing af a nsw adainistration. 

This also had bread significance re Hefanquist because of the participation of his 
office in so wrongful and prejudicial an operation. He say have hewn serious ftn»pn j QntiH 
la other natters that were before that office. 

*** question Herding appears to have boon in on all ay requests, ell 

correspondence. Ones by accident they sent as a wrong copy from which this was clear. 

It than took souths to get an answer. 

This record, I think, is Indicative of a such broader violation of the Act and af ay 
*^d£hs than is represented by the none of transfer only. 

At the sane tins it raises questions about the deliberative* propose mad iaounity. 

Is there insanity whan officials conspire? *hia was a conspiracy. The deliberations wn 
about vi o l a t i n g the law end the lew was violated. I*d like some legal achelrs to ponder 
this layman's view. Z do not believe there is a proper legal philosophy under which an 
illa^l act has sanction or tarandLty. I an confident there will be lass prohlau with this 
under discovery than by request but what I'm asking is oan this have added with 

regard to the Act and abases of it that have been imam* ? 

Qoed properly 1 t h i nk this can aean such to the law and an this subject. Tbs lanli- 
cations are horrendous. They talk like conspirators. 


